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Abstract : The question of nation building has been the issue unresolved since antiquity. But in 
the Indian context, Ambedkar has categorically discussed about the concept of nation and nation- 
building. For him, Nation must be guided and based on the spirit of constitutionalism.The method 
of nation building for Ambedkar is nothing but upholding egalitarian values through democratic 
method. This paper discusses the tripartite relationship among constitution, democracy and 
nation-building in India, wherein Ambedkar stands as the most significant personality.  
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Introduction 
Ambedkar‟s writings and speeches Vol. 8 is titled 
as “Pakistan or the Partition of India”, basically 
argues for the creation of Pakistan for which he has 
been seen as contradictory to the golas of 
Nationalsm. But a closer reading tells his vision of 
bringing about a viable political community. 
(Tejani, Shabnum. 2013, p.111) Thus it impels to 
elaborate on Ambedkar‟s vision of nation-building 
through democracy and constitutionalism. He 
found the contemproniety of inegalitarianism 
historically dominant and currently persitent 
despite of challenges posed by Buddha, and other 
saints from Sufi-Bhakti traditions along with other 
dalit bahujan social reformers like Jotiba Phule, 
Narayana Guru and Periyar in India. The caste-
gender hierarchy and discrimination has been 
originally sanctioned by the religious scritpures and 
texts. Seeing such inegalitarian and inhuman 
practices, Ambedkar stood to demand equal rights 
and representation for caste, religious minorities 
and women. Ambedkar was of the view that a good 
constitution is the only way for social 
transformation and nation building. He provided a 
systematic understanding of why rights to ensure 
equality, justice and fraternity are imperative for 
democracy and successful working of democracy 
as well for the construction of nation. 
Ambedkar‟s vision of nation was meant to ensure 
not only political but social and economic equality 
for all groups. Denial of such principles, Ambedkar 
knew, would result in the situation of civil war. The 
contemporary practice of inegalitarianism in terms 
of discrimination in various contexts can never be 
resolved until and unless we applly and practice 
Ambedkar‟s vision of nation and constitutionalism. 
Thus this paper is an attempt to systematically 
explore how ambedkar‟s speeches and writings 
perticularly in the Constituent Assembly of India 
provide a clear vision for establishing 
constitutional democray as the foundation for 
nation building in India.  
Ambedkar‟s had strong conviction in democratic 
revolution for safeguarding underprivileged 
sections of society through Constitution. He 
believed in having a constitution as the platform for 
participation and legality to be upholded in true 
sense.  
He provides an analytical overview of the 
provisions of Indian constitution in contrast with 
constitutions of the other countries. While 
explaining the term Constitution, he noted that the 
word „Constitution‟ in its legal connotation meant 
the act of establishing, or of ordaining or the 
ordinance or regulation so established. For 
centuries the word „Constitution‟ always meant a 
particular administrative enactment. The 
contemporary meaning of Constitution travels even 
further. The modern notion is that Constitution 
means the fundamental law which determines the 
powers and duties of the different organs of 
Government in a State and to which they are 
subject. Ambedkar‟s understanding is based on 
Thomas Paine‟s observation that, “A constitution is 
not the act of a Government but of a people 
constituting a Government and a Government 
without a Constitution is power without right.” 
(Ambedkar, 2005, 375-377). 
While participating in the Constituent Assembly 
debates, Ambedkar provided a formal and 
elaborative definition of Constitution by observing, 
“The Constitution is a fundamental document. It is 
a document, which defines the position and power 
of the three organs of the state the executive, the 
judiciary and the legislature. It also defines the 
powers of the executive and the powers of the 
legislatures as against the citizens. In fact, the 
purpose of a constitution is not merely to create the 
organs of the state but to limit their authority, 
because if no limitation was imposed upon the 
authority of the organs there will be complete 
tyranny and complete oppression. The legislature 
may be free to frame any law; the executive may be 
free to take any decision and the Supreme Court 
may be free to give any interpretation of the law.” 
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(Ambedkar, 1983, p.1057). The constitution is not 
just a document of rules and procedures, power and 
privileges but it also expresses certain normative 
principles. “It is not merely the mechanism for 
regulating the different organs of the State. It is not 
a mechanism whereby particular members of 
particular parties are installed in office. What 
should be the policy of the state? How the society 
should be organized in its social and economic side 
are matters which must be decided by the people 
themselves according to time and circumstances. It 
cannot be laid down in the Constitution itself, 
because that is destroying democracy altogether.” 
(Ambedkar, 1983, p. 326). 
In the Indian context, Ambedkar attempted to 
define the nature and scope of Constitutional Law. 
The study of the Constitutional Law therefore must 
include the study of three matters: (a) The 
organization of the State, (b) The rights of the State 
against the subjects and (c) The rights of the 
subjects against the State.. (Selected Works of 
BabasahebAmbedkar. P.3032-3034).  He based his 
arguments on the middle path of Holland. The 
scope of Constitutional law all over the world 
where democracy prevails embraced all matters 
relating to the right claimed by the state against its 
citizens, i.e. (1) to make a law binding on all, (2) to 
enforce the law and (3) to interpret the law and the 
rights claimed by the citizens against the State. If it 
is a composite State, i.e., a federal state, then the 
scope of Constitutional law would, in addition to 
those matters, include matters pertaining to the 
inter-relations between the central polity and the 
other polities making up the Federation, legal, 
executive and financial. 
For Ambedkar, Parliamentary Democracy was 
crucial to keep alive the Constitution. Being 
cognizant of Indian realities, Ambedkar explained 
that only in Parliamentary Democracy 
constitutional supremacy is guaranteed, because it 
represents the wish of majority and not the 
dictatorship of any particular group. Moreover, in 
fact the necessity of parliamentary democracy to 
keep Constitution alive is also dependent on 
farming Constitution in such a way that should not 
breach the norms of parliamentary democracy. 
Therefore the norms and act enshrined in various 
acts of Constitution particularly in the part IV of 
the Constitution provides guidelines to the state and 
government to both respect the welfare of the 
people and function in such a way that should not 
tamper with the ideals of  Parliamentary 
democracy.  
Democracy and Constitution 
Drafting a new constitution for a newly 
independent state was no mean mission. One also 
needs to keep in mind that Democracy essentially 
means a certain liberality of mind and society, both 
lacking in India, a society deeply divided in terms 
of caste, tribes, gender, linguistic and religious and 
regional groups etc. Hence, it was a herculean task 
to weave tighter the different threads and create a 
democratic ethos. Ambedkar foregrounded 
parliamentary democracy within the constitutional 
framework. This was extremely essential since 
Indian society was alien to democratic ideals and 
politically and socially was dominated by certain 
groups. By parliamentary democracy he meant one 
man, one vote. “We also mean that every 
Government shall be on the anvil, both in its daily 
affairs and also at the end of a certain period when 
the voters and the electorate will be given an 
opportunity to assess the work done by the 
government. The reason why we have established 
in this Constitution, a Political Democracy is 
because we do not want to install by any means 
whatsoever a perpetual dictatorship of any 
particular body of people. While we have 
established political democracy, it is also the desire 
that we should lay down as our ideal, economic 
democracy. We do not want merely to lay down as 
our ideal economic democracy. We do not want 
merely to lay down a mechanism to enable people 
to come and capture power. The Constitution also 
wishes to lay down an ideal before those who 
would be forming the Government. That ideal is 
economic democracy. Whereby, so far as I am 
concerned, I understand to mean ‟one man one 
vote‟. The question is have we got any fixed idea as 
to how we should bring about economic 
democracy? There are various ways in which 
people believe that economic democracy can be 
brought about, there are those who believe in 
having a Socialistic state as the best form of 
economic democracy, there are those who believe 
in the Communistic idea as the most perfect form 
of economic democracy.” (Ambedkar, 1983, p.351-
352) 
Through his lived experiences, he realized that to 
create an egalitarian society, resources should not 
the exclusive privilege of a chosen few but rather 
be accessible to all. For him, liberty  must be 
accompanied by certain social conditions. To begin 
with, there must be social equality and economic 
security. Generally, privilege tilts the balance of 
social action in favour of its possessors. The more 
equal the social and economic rights of the people, 
the more able they are out to utilize their freedom. 
If liberty is to move to its appointed place, there 
should be social equality. Similarly there must be 
economic security. If people are deprived of 
security and employment they become a prey to 
mental and physical servitude incompatible with 
the essence of liberty. Without economic security, 
liberty is not worth having. (Thorat, Sukhdeo, 
2004, p.8) 
He provided a road map for the government to 
achieve economic democracy through the Directive 
Principles of State Policy. Part IV of the 
Constitution was not made rigid in order to 
incorporate changing circumstances which would 
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require different solutions. Ambedkar explained 
“that our object in faming the Constitution is really 
two fold (1) to lay down the form of Parliamentary 
Democracy and (2) to lay down that our ideal is 
economic democracy, and also to prescribe that 
every government whatever, it is in power, shall 
strive to bring about economic democracy”. 
(Ambedkar, 1983, p.351-352). In addition, to 
ensure that the apparatus of Parliamentary 
Democracy functions smoothly and successfully 
and the supremacy of the constitution is not 
breached, it is essential to safeguard Parliamentary 
Democracy. Unfortunately, the political class has 
betrayed the economic vision of the constitution 
and even after six decades of political 
independence, conspicuous social and economic 
equalities still persist in India.  This has lead to 
ruthless violence and instability in the society and 
polity. 
Nationa-Building through Parliamentry 
Democracy 
He was a great enthusiast of the parliamentary 
system of government, characterised as 
government by discussion. For him, the bedrock of 
a democratic government presupposes a democratic 
form of society. According to Rodrigues, 
„Ambedkar‟s commitment to democracy as the 
mode of governance was unwavering but he argued 
that democracy needed to become a way of life. He 
developed some interesting arguments on why 
parliamentary democracy was the most suitable 
form of government for India and advocated 
feasible modes of representation and franchise. His 
writings dwell extensively on such monumental 
issues as the presidential versus parliamentary form 
of government, the relationship between the 
executive and legislature, the role of the judiciary 
and judicial review, constitutional bodies such as 
the election commission, the federal division of 
powers, states in a federation, the role of the 
governor, the constitution and the legislature, 
constitutional amendments, political parties and 
public opinion‟. (Rodrigues, 2002, p.34). The 
formal framework of democracy is of no value and 
would indeed be a misfit if there was no social 
democracy. He realized that politicians will never 
apprehend that democracy was not a form of 
government but a form of society. It may not be 
necessary for a democratic society to be marked by 
unity, by community of purpose, by loyalty to 
public ends and by mutuality of sympathy. But it 
does unmistakably involve two things such as it is 
an attitude of mind, an attitude of respect and 
equality towards their fellows and secondly it is a 
social organization free from rigid social barriers. 
For him, democracy is incompatible and 
inconsistent with isolation and exclusiveness 
resulting in the distinction between the privileged 
and the unprivileged. He further said that there are 
three important aspects that lie in the Parliamentary 
system of Government. One is the denial of 
hereditary rule, followed by free and fair elections 
from time to time. Secondly, no individual can take 
for granted the authority that he knows everything 
and that he can make the laws and carry the 
government; the laws will be drafted by the 
representatives of the people. Thirdly, the elected 
Representatives, the Legislators and Ministers must 
enjoy the confidence of the people. Finally in this 
system the significance of rights is recognized and 
protected constitutionally. 
Democracy rests on four principles: 
a) The individual is an end in himself 
b) That the individual has certain inalienable 
rights which must be guaranteed to him by 
the constitution. 
c) That the individual shall not be required to 
relinquish any of his constitutional rights 
as a condition to the receipt of a privilege. 
d) That the state shall not delegate powers to 
private persons to govern 
others.(Ambedkar, 1983, p.409) 
While addressing the members of the Poona 
District Law Library on 22
nd
 December 1952, 
Ambedkar elucidated the “Conditions precedent for 
the successful working of Democracy”, the first 
and foremost important condition for the success of 
democracy is that there must be no glaring 
inequalities in society. There must not be oppressed 
and suppressed classes bearing the entire burden 
and there must not be an individual class having all 
the privileges, in such a society democracy will be 
successful. In a democracy, everybody has a vote, 
even the oppressed and the suppressed, and since 
we adopt majority-rule as a result of majority 
decision, it is possible that the privileged few will 
not willingly and voluntarily surrender their 
privileges, that the distance between them and the 
lower orders will destroy democracy and bring into 
existence, something quite different. This is one of 
the reasons why democracy is not able to succeed.  
The second condition essential for successful 
working of democracy is the existence of 
opposition and a multi-party system, and the 
function of the government was to lay down policy 
and not interfere or discriminate on any grounds in 
administrative matters. Om the other hand, he held 
constitutional morality to be inviolate for 
democracy to flourish. Any constitution, however 
well drafted is merely the skeleton for the flesh has 
to be located in what Ambedkar pointed out as 
constitutional morality. He critiqued hereditary 
monarchy and the tyranny of the majority over the 
minority. Even though the majority is carrying on 
the government, the minority rights have to safe 
guarded. Since Indian society was characterized by 
unequal treatment based on social privileges, 
Ambedkar foregrounded Equality in Law and 
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Administration as the third principle.  Ambedkar 
further says, “the fourth condition precedent, in my 
judgement, for the successful working of 
democracy is the observance of constitutional 
morality” (Ambedkar, 2005, p.481-482) 
During a meeting at the Boat Club in Hyderabad on 
24
th
 May 1950, Ambedkar responded to the queries 
of the audience regarding the Constitution, 
Democracy and Untouchability. He argued that 
constitutional morality is essential to build up a 
regular party system in which there could be 
liberty, equality and fraternity”. (Ambedkar, 2005, 
p.481-482) 
Constituent Assembly and Framing of the 
Constitution  
Looking at the Constituent Assembly debates 
reveals that Ambedkar had a good grasp of history. 
Rebutting the argument that Indians were strangers 
to democratic ideals, he siad, that, there was a time 
when India was studded with republics, and even 
where there were monarchies, they were either 
elected or limited. They were never absolute. It is 
not that India did not know Parliaments or 
parliamentary procedures. A study of the Buddhist 
Bhikshu Sanghas discloses that not only there were 
Parliaments-for the Sanghas were nothing but 
Parliaments – but the Sanghas knew and observed 
all the rules of parliamentary procedures known to 
modern times. (Constitutional Assembly Debates, 
1949, p.978) 
Despite ensuring the framework of procedural 
democracy, Ambedkar was apprehensive. “Here I 
could have ended. But my mind is so full of the 
future of our country that I feel I ought to take this 
occasion to give expression to some of my 
reflections thereon. On 26
th
 January 1950, India 
will be an independent country. What would 
happen to her independence? Will she maintain her 
independence or will she lose it again? This is the 
first thought that comes to my mind. It is not that 
India was never an independent country. The point 
is that she once lost the independence she had. Will 
she lose it a second time? It is this thought which 
makes me most anxious for the future. What 
perturbs me greatly is the fact that not only India 
has once before lost her independence, but she lost 
it by the infidelity and treachery of some of her 
own people. Will history repeat itself? It is this 
thought which fills me with anxiety. This anxiety is 
deepened by the realization of the fact that in 
addition to our old enemies in the form of castes 
and creeds we are going to have many political 
parties with diverse and opposing political creeds. 
Will Indians place the country above their creed or 
will they place creed above country? I do not 
know. But this much is certain that if the parties 
place creed above country, our independence will 
be put in jeopardy a second time and probably be 
lost forever. This eventuality we must all resolutely 
guard against. We must be determined to defend 
our independence with the last drop of our blood. 
On the 26
th
 of January 1950, India would be a 
democratic country in the sense that India from that 
day would have a government of the people, by the 
people and for the people. The same thought comes 
to my mind. What would happen to her democratic 
Constitution? Will she be able to maintain it or will 
she lose it again? This is the second thought that 
comes to my mind and makes me as anxious as the 
first.” (Constitutional Assembly Debates, 1949, 
p.978-980)  Ambedkar was aware that despite 
political and cultural unity, Indians lacked a sense 
of fraternity. The roots of democracy lie not in the 
form of government but in the social relationships 
and the terms of association between the people 
who form the society. Community of purpose, 
desire for welfare, loyalty to public ends and 
mutuality of cooperation are essential hallmarks of 
the democratic society. Sadly, Indian society 
exhibited the reverse of all these ideals. Even after 
six decades of independence, the society is still 
struggling to establish the values and vision 
envisaged in the Constitution to create a truely 
democratic ethos and a sense of ownership towards 
the egalitarian ideals.  
He also cautioned against relaxing the vigil to 
safeguard democracy. “If we wish to maintain 
democracy not merely in form, but also in fact, 
what must we do? The first thing, in my judgment, 
we must do is to hold fast to constitutional methods 
of achieving our social and economic objectives. It 
means we must abandon the bloody methods of 
revolution”. (Constitutional Assembly Debates, 
1949, p.978-980)It is possible to preserve 
democracy against external attacks but equally 
difficult to uphold democratic values within the 
society. He acquiesced with John Stuart Mill that in 
order to maintain democracy, one should not “lay 
their liberties at the feet of even a great man, or to 
trust him with power which enables him to subvert 
their institutions” Constitutional Assembly 
Debates, 1949, p.978-980).  
Ambedkar was foresighted when he observed as to 
how imperative it is to establish social democracy. 
Political democracy can only survive and flourish if 
the social base is equally egalitarian. While 
deliberating on this principle, Ambedkar had in 
mind the lowest common man and woman who for 
centuries had borne the burden of an unequal and 
hierarchical social order. For him, social 
democracy meant a way of life which recognizes 
liberty, equality and fraternity as the principles of 
life. These principles do not exist in water tight 
compartments but form a union of trinity in the 
sense that to divorce one from the other is to defeat 
the very purpose of democracy. Liberty cannot be 
divorced from equality; equality cannot be 
divorced from liberty. Nor can liberty and equality 
be divorced from fraternity. Without equality, 
liberty would produce the supremacy of the few 
over the many. Equality without liberty would kill 
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individual initiative. Without fraternity, liberty and 
equality could not become a natural course of 
things. It would require a constable to enforce 
them. We must begin by acknowledging the fact 
that there is complete absence of two things in 
Indian society. One of these is equality. On the 
social plane, we have in India a society based on 
the principle of graded inequality which we have a 
society in which there are some who have immense 
wealth as against many who live in abject poverty. 
(Constitutional Assembly Debates, 1949, p.978-
980) 
Idea of a Nation 
The post independent phase was full of intellectual  
contestation. The visionary leaders were 
enthusiastic to create a where comminuity and 
individual rights both could be upholded. However, 
Ambedkar said on the 26
th
 of January 1950, that we 
are going to enter into a life of contradictions. In 
politics, we will have equality and in social and 
economic life we will have inequality. In politics, 
we will be recognizing the principle of one man 
one vote and one vote one value. In our social and 
economic life, we shall, by reason of our social and 
economic structure, continue to deny the principle 
of one man one value. How long shall we continue 
to live this life of contradictions? How long shall 
we continue to deny equality in our social and 
economic life? If we continue to deny it for long, 
we will do so only by putting our political 
democracy in peril. We must remove this 
contradiction at the earliest possible moment or 
else those who suffer from inequality will blow up 
the structure of political democracy which this 
Assembly has so laboriously built up. The second 
thing we are wanting in is recognition of the 
principle of fraternity. What does fraternity mean? 
Fraternity means a sense of common brotherhood 
of all Indians-if Indians being one people. It is the 
principle which gives unity and solidarity to social 
life. (CAD, 26
th
 Nov.1950)  
Indian society lacked any kind of camaraderie and 
Ambedkar illustrated how problematic the task is 
from the story narrated by James Bryce in his 
volume on American Commonwealth about the 
United States of America. The Protestant Episcopal 
Church while revising its liturgy used the term, 
„nation‟. This created uproar amongst the laity and 
it was decided to use the words, `O Lord, bless our 
nation'. There was so little solidarity in the U.S.A. 
at the time when this incident occurred that the 
people of America did not think that they were a 
nation. If the people of the United States could not 
feel that they were a nation, how difficult it is for 
Indians to think that they are a nation. I remember 
the days when politically-minded Indians, resented 
the expression "the people of India". They 
preferred the expression “the Indian nation.” I am 
of opinion that in believing that we are a nation, we 
are cherishing a great delusion. How can people 
divided into several thousands of castes be a 
nation? The sooner we realize that we are not as yet 
a nation in the social and psychological sense of the 
word, the better for us. For then only we shall 
realize the necessity of becoming a nation and 
seriously think of ways and means of realizing the 
goal. The realization of this goal is going to be very 
difficult – far more difficult than it has been in the 
United States. The United States has no caste 
problem. In India there are castes. The castes are 
anti-national, in the first place, because they bring 
about separation in social life. They are anti-
national also because they generate jealousy and 
antipathy between caste and caste. But we must 
overcome all these difficulties if we wish to 
become a nation in reality. For fraternity can be a 
fact only when there is a nation. Without fraternity, 
equality and liberty will be no deeper than coats of 
paint. These are my reflections about the tasks that 
lie ahead of us. But there can be no gainsaying that 
political power in this country has too long been 
the monopoly of a few and the many are not only 
beasts of burden, but also beasts of prey. This 
monopoly has not merely deprived them of their 
chance of betterment; it has sapped them of what 
may be called the significance of life. These down-
trodden classes are tired of being governed. They 
are impatient to govern themselves. This urge for 
self-realization in the down-trodden classes must 
not be allowed to devolve into a class struggle or 
class war. It would lead to a division of the House. 
For, as has been well said by Abraham Lincoln, a 
house divided against itself cannot stand very long. 
Therefore the sooner room is made for the 
realization of their aspiration, the better for the few, 
the better for the country, the better for the 
maintenance for its independence and the better for 
the continuance of its democratic structure. This 
can only be done by the establishment of equality 
and fraternity in all spheres of life. That is why I 
have laid so much stress on them. (Constitutional 
Assembly Debates, 1949, p.978-980) 
When the Indians were under the yolk of the 
British, they could be blamed for all the ills 
afflicting us. After Independence, that is no longer 
possible and hence, Ambedkar counselled the 
political class of its great responsibilities. He 
realised that people will be attracted towards new 
ideologies and if the government by the people 
fails to perform effectively, the constitutional ideals 
will be irretrievably lost. They are prepared to have 
Governments for the people and are indifferent 
whether it is Government of the people and by the 
people. “If we wish to preserve the Constitution in 
which we have sought to enshrine the principle of 
Government of the people, for the people and by 
the people, let us resolve not to be tardy in the 
recognition of the evils that lie across our path and 
which induce people to prefer Government for the 
people to Government by the people, nor to be 
weak in our initiative to remove them. That is the 
only way to serve the country. I know of no better.” 
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(Constitutional Assembly Debates, 1949, p.978-
980) 
The independence of India was accompanied by 
partition of the country on religious lines, followed 
by the transfer of population from both the sides. It 
was one of the bloodied chapters in human history 
where millions of people were killed and maimed 
all in the name of religion. Hence, during the 
process of drafting the Constitution, there was 
much concern on minority rights and how to safe 
guard them. Ambedkar was cognizant of the 
tyrannical power of the majority and in the 
emotionally charged atmosphere provided a 
rational explanation. He pointed out, “my friends 
tell me that I have made the Constitution, but I am 
quite prepared to say that I shall be the first person 
to burn it out. I do not want it. It does not suit any 
body. But whatever that may be, if our people want 
to carry on. They must not forget that there are 
majorities and there are minorities, and they simply 
cannot ignore the minorities by saying, “oh. No”. 
To recognise you is to harm democracy,‟ I should 
say that the greatest harm would come by injuring 
the minorities.” (Ambedkar, 1983, p.862). 
For Ambedkar, social justice as envisaged in the 
Constitution meant giving equal opportunity to 
each and every person in every sphere of life to 
develop his or her total personality and which also 
should work for removing the imbalances of 
society in socio-economic and political life. He 
derived the significance of the value of equality 
based on the notion that the individual was 
indivisible. The concept of justice 
emphasisedrights of the individual to be treated as 
equal and to be respected as members of society 
irrespective of their abilities or attainments.  
This strand of thinking of a balance between 
individual liberty and the state formed the basis of 
his constitutional scheme. The purpose of Indian 
Constitution, he stressed is not merely to create 
organs of the state but to limit their authority 
through a system of checks and balances, the 
absence of which, he feared, may lead to tyranny 
and oppression. The chapter on fundamental rights, 
therefore, is comprehensive and elaborate. They 
form the basis of the preamble which lays down the 
basic objectives of Liberty, Equality and Fraternity. 
The fundamental rights consist of the basic human 
rights, abolition of disabilities and rights 
guaranteed to minorities including women which 
ensures protection from exploitation and guarantees 
individual liberty. Ambedkar privileged 
constitutional morality as a remedy to guarantee 
and safeguard individual liberty as he was aware 
that societal control limits the choices and 
aspirations of individuals.  
Essentially Ambedkar believed that the state is an 
important political organization, which functions 
for the welfare of the people.  The Constitution 
provided a roadmap to the state to eliminate social, 
political and economic inequalities by endowing 
better opportunities to the suppressed classes. He 
believed that the state is a positive institution for 
the protection of the down-trodden, minorities and 
their rights to enjoy freedom from want and fear. 
And finally the state has to ensure internal peace 
and prevent external aggression. He strongly 
believed that rights without remedies are 
meaningless. Hence the safeguards he 
contemplated against the possible intervention of 
the state or the individual was through the judicial 
power guided by the due process of law. He 
emphasized that human aspirations and dignity 
should be constitutionally protected. For him, 
rights were not merely standards. They are ends as 
well as means in that they provide the theoretical 
perspective and the necessary empowerment that is 
required for achieving social justice. 
Conclusion 
Thus Ambedkar wanted a nation to be built on the 
democratic method, upholding the trinity of 
freedom, equality and fraternity in a parliamentary 
democracy. Wherein majority should rule but not at 
the cost of minority, thus the proper protection to 
the marginalized is the essence of an egalitarian 
nation.  
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